REMARKS: 



Claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 are presented for examination, with claims 1, 28 and 48 
having been amended hereby. 

To begin with, it appears that the Office Action Summary erroneously acknowledges, at 
Paragraph 13, a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). Applicant 
respectfully submits that a proper claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. 11 9(e) (to a 
provisional application) was made in the present application, as filed. More particularly, it is 
noted that the first paragraph of the present application claims the benefit under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) 
of U.S. Provisional Application Serial Number 60/131,036, filed April 26, 1999. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the claim for domestic priority under 35 
U.S.C. 1 19(e) (to a provisional application) be acknowledged. 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested of the rejection of claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,385,655 ("Smith et al") in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,442,571 ("Haff et al."). 

It is respectfully submitted that applicant does not necessarily concur with the Examiner 
in the Examiner's analysis of the claims of the present application and the Smith et al. and Haff 
et al. disclosures. 

Nevertheless, in order to expedite prosecution of the application, independent claims 1 , 
28 and 48 have been amended hereby to more particularly point out the feature of the invention 
directed to the customization of the user interface associated with one of the receiver computers 
such that the receiver computer has a user interface selected from one of a plurality of possible 
user interfaces based upon a respective notification message received by the receiver computer. 

In this regard, applicant would like to take a few moments to discuss the Examiner's 
comments found at paragraph 20 of the above-mentioned Office Action (i.e., the comments 
found at pages 8 and 9 of the Office Action which were directed to applicant's previously 
submitted arguments). 

More particularly, the Examiner points to HTTP as an application and platform 
independent protocol. Even assuming for the moment that this is the case, it is respectfully 
submitted that none of the cited references teach or suggest using this HTTP protocol to 
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customize a user interface such that a particular receiver computer would have a user interface 
selected from one of a plurality of possible user interfaces based upon a respective notification 
message received by the particular receiver computer. 

Thus, since it is believed that the above-mentioned feature is neither shown nor suggested 
by Smith et al. or Haff et al. (either alone or in combination), it is respectfully submitted that the 
rejection of claims 1, 28 and 48 has been overcome. 

Moreover, it is noted that claims 14-27 depend from independent claim 1. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that these claims are patentably distinct for at least the same reasons as 
claim 1 . 

Likewise, it is noted that claims 30-47 depend from independent claim 28. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that these claims are patentably distinct for at least the same reasons as 
claim 28. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claims 1, 14-28 and 30-48 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith et al. in view of Haff et al. has been 
overcome. 

Additionally, it is noted that this Amendment is fully supported by the originally filed 
application and thus, no new matter has been added. For this reason, the Amendment should be 
entered. 

In this regard, support for the amendments to the claims is found in claims 1, 8 and 12, as 
filed; at page 8, line 15 to page 9, line 14; page 14, lines 1 1-28; Figs. 7-10; and throughout the 
specification. 

Finally, it is respectfully submitted that the amendments made hereby require no further 
search by the Examiner since a customized user interface feature had already been searched for 
and considered. 

More particularly, the previous iteration of the claims had recited (in each independent 
claim) a user interface customization feature and the Examiner had explicitly endeavored to 
address this feature in the current October 21, 2003 Office Action. For example, at page 3 of the 
October 21, 2003 Office Action the Examiner points to col. 5, lines 32-66 of Smith et al. and at 
page 9 of the October 21, 2003 Office Action the Examiner discusses characteristics of the 
conventional HTTP protocol. 
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Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted 'thai each rejection raised hV 
October 21, 2003 Office Action has been overcome and that the above-identified 
now in condition for allowance. 

Favorable reconsideration is earnestly solicited. 



Dated: February 20, 2004 



Mailing Address: 
GREENBERG TRAURIG 
885 Third Avenue 
New York, New York 10022 
(212) 801-2100 
Facsimile: (212) 688-2449 



Respectfully submitte< , 
GREENBERG TRAU UG 



By: 




the Examiner in the 
application is 



Matthew B. Trbjj per 
Registration No1*7,457 
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